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ABSTRACT

This paper consists of two parts.

Part I describes the attitudes of senior students to-
ward course evaluation as measured on a thirty-seven item
questionnaire. It shows that the students' response is re-
lated to the academic preparation they have received. In
general students want evaluations to provide information
to instructors concerning thelr courses and teaching.

Part II assumes that studeﬁt characteristics are re-
lated to student attitudes and that attitudes are related
to responses on course evaluations. Evidence is presented
which tends to support this assumption but the author cau-

tions against placing too much weight on this evidence.




ATTITUDES OF SENIOR STUDENTS FROM A SMALL LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE
CONCERNING FACULTY AND COURSE EVALUATION:
SOME POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS OF EVALUATION RESULTS

Gerald H. Lunney, The sztre College of Kentucky
Associated with the current pressure for accountability in education
is ghe increasing popularity of the evaluation of instructien and courses
by students. The use of evaluations of this nature in higher education
has inchased as a variety of forces have affected colleges and universities,
Rating forms have been developed, or borrowed, or bought, and have been used
for a variety of purposes on college campuses whose natures and purposes
cover the spectrum of post-secondary education. However, little attention
has been paid to the attitudes of students who complete the forms. Costin,
Greenough, and Nenées (1971) were unable to cite any research concerning
student attitudes toward course evaluation in their review of the research
on student ratings of college teaching and supplemented the review with their
own brief assessment of student attitudes. Yet the student's attitude and
perception of what he is doing when he rates a course or an instructor is of
paramount importance to the evaluation process. As Remmers (1963) states:
++.the measuring device is not the paper form but rather
the individual rater....In addition to any limitations im-
posed by the form itself, ratings are limited by the charac-
teristics of the human rater - his inevitably selective
perception, memory, and forgetting, his lack of sensitivity
to vhat may be psychologically and socially important, his
ipaccuracies of observation...
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The curreht study was conducted in an attempt to focus attention on the im-
portance of the attitudes with which students approach the ratiag of instruc-
tion and to provide data concerning this attitudes. The study is divided into
two parts. The first represents a direct assessment of student attitudes, Tﬁu
second part considers four hypotheses which flow from Part I and provides

evidence concerning these hypotheses.

Part I
Procedure:

On April 11, 1973, the entire senior class of Centre College was
scheduled to participate in the college testing program. The Office of
Institutional Research took this opportunity to survey theselstudents' atti-
tudes toward faculty and course evaluation. Only seniors were included in the
survey for a variety of reasons, chief of which was the fact that they would
not again be participating in the course evaluation program so participation
in the survey would not bias the evaluation results. Because of illness or
other emergencies, five students were absent from the scheduled testing session.
The other 145 or 977 of the senior class was in attendance aﬁd completed the
questionnaire.

The questionnaire consisted of 37 items each of which had three response
categories. The responses were: Yes - if the item reflected the student's
attitude; No - 1f the item did not reflect his attitude and ? - 1f the student
could not make up his mind. The students, although requested to complete all
items, had the option to leave any item blank. The seniors were also asked
to identify themselves according to sex and the division which included their
mijor. Centre College has three divisions, Humanities, Social Studies and
Sciences which roughly parallel the traditional liberal arts structure.

The first 36 items on the questionnaire were divided intn {our categories.
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These were: 1) items concerning the student's right and ability to evaluate
teaching (four items); 2) items concerning the student's objectivity in com-
pleting evaluation forms (nine items); 3) items concerning the procedures used
in conducting the course evaluations (seven items), and; 4) items concerning
the use to be made of the student responses. Item 37 asked the students'
opinion concerning the contribution of course evaluations to the improvement

of instruction.

Results:

The overall results are presented in Table 1. The respondents generally
felt that the evaluation of courses and instruction by students was a feasible
procedure. Ninety~five per cent felt that they had the right to evaluate, 617
felt they knew enough about teaching and 57% felt they knew enough subject
matter to adequately evaluate teaching effectiveness. The overall tenor of the
responses concerning objectivity was that the students had been fair in their
evaluations of courses and instruction. Concerning the mechanics of adminis-
tering the course evaluations, there was ambivalence concerning the appropriate
place in the term for the evaluations, This ambivalence is shared by the faculty
and administration at Centre College. In general the respondents did not want
personnel decisions to be heavily weighted on the results of student evalua-
tions of instruction. This attitule applied consistently to faculty raises,
prmotion and tenure. These results are consistent with the findings of Costin,
Greenough, and Menges (1971,. Concerning the-question of whether course evaliva-
tions had contributed to the improvement of instruction, 46% responded yes and
417% responded no. The remaining 14% felt unqualified to respond, since they

: »

had no knowledge of the results of previous course evaluations.
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In summary, the senjors felt that they could and did evaluate faculty
fairly on the basis of valid criteria. At the same time, the students wanted
the responses to go back to the instructor for his use in improving the course
and instruction and did not want them to be weighted heavily for administrative
decisions, concerning salary increases, promotion and tenure.

At the same time, there are great differences among senlors in their

attitudes. The results of eighteen of the thirty-seven items distributed by

. - B T B 100 e T T B T B W B s

respondents’ sex and the division which encompasses their major are shown in
Table 2. These are the items for which there were great discrepancies be-
tween various subgroups in the students surveyed. Humanities students tended
to respond in one of two ways., On several items they gave responses which re-
presented idealistic views toward evaluations. On other items they gave "don't
know' responses shoﬁing some hesitancy to commit themselves. Science students
gave responses which showed a more pragmatic view toward course evaluation.
Social studies students usually fell between these two positions. There 1is
little difference between the attitudes of males and females except for two
related items. Females have a greater desire to have ethluations early enough
in the term to have an effect on the way the course is taught and are more

strongly opposed to having the evaluation on the day of the final.

Implications:

One of the major responses to the pressure for accountability in post-
secondary education is the creation of systems of course evaluation. Many insti-
tutions use the resﬁlts of the evaluations for administrative personnelidecisions -
dr.eisions which will have a long term effect on higher education. It 1s, of

2
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course, inappropriate to generalize from the results of one, small private
liberal arts college. However, the results do seem to agree with those found at
a large state university - at least in one department. More attention should be
paid to what students think they are doing when they.are evaluating courses and
instruction. It is quite possiﬁle that students will respond differently when
they are having an input concerning a professor's academic career than they will
when Ehey are Informing him of their perceptions of his strengths and weaknesses
as a teacher. Much effort and money have been expended to develop objective
faculty and course evaluation techniétes. If students complete evaluation with
one purpose in mind only to have the rusults used for different ends, the
resulting decisions are open to error.

» Care must be taken thal an objective system of accountébility not be
discredited to the point of replacement by a system of hearsay and political
maneuﬁering.

The other important implication is related to the fact that students
differ in their attitudes foward course evaluation and that these differences

can be related to demographic variables. In other words, a group of students

responding to 4 course evaluation represent not one but several populations

which bave Jiffering attitudes toward course evaluation. It is the purpose
of Part Il of this study to present preliminary evidence concerning the effect
ot Ltudes on student reponses to a course evaluation instrument.

Part II
Note:

In several respects, Part II of this study should not be reported,
especinally in as seemingly a statistical format as it is presented in this
nemer.  Fives o the data presented wos not gathered as part of a research study
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L2
but as part of a course evaluation conducted at Centre College. In this

respect, the data presented can be considered RQ§£.E2$ evidence since it

was not gathered specifically to test the hypotheses which will be considered
in this part of the paper. Of much greater importance, however, is this
writer's contention that the data used to derive the tables in this section
are not amenable to summarization or analysis using classical statistical
procedures. There were 75 faculty membevs rated in 169 classes or 2,25
classes per faculty mewmber. Also, 804 students completed 3,210 evaluation
rorms In 169 classes or 3.99 evaluations per gtudent. It is quite apparent
that the 169 instructor scores and 169 course scores which are summarized in
Tables 3 through 9 do not represent sets of 169 independent observations,
What is probably the fundamental assumption of classical statistics is not
met by these data. In the absence of appropriate statistical procedures,
however, the summaries and analysis 1in this part of the paper are presented,
not because they are right, but, because they are useful in providing some
evidence concerning the hypotheses under study. For this reason and because
of the post hoc nature of these data only descriptive analyses are presented
without application of any inference procedures. It is hoped that this
présentation will motivate others to conduct rescarch studies which will test
the hypotheses about which only limited infcrmation can be presented in this
report.

Hypotheses:

The findings in the first part of this paper seem to say that students

(at least seniors) with difiering academic orientationé have different atti-
tudes toward course evaluations. Logical extensions of this implication are
the questions: Do students with differing attitudes toward course evalu-
GLLOIL LeLPOLU Glelud Clibay Wil tlivy CulipaCly evaluscaon furms? Lo scudenty
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with demonstrably different characteristics responded differently when they
complete evaluation forms? The data available provides evidence concerning 4
four specific hypotheses related to these questions.
Hypothesis 1: Students with differing academic preparations have differing
views of course evaluation and respond differently on evaluation forms.
. Hypothesis 2: Students at differing levels of preparation respond differently
on course evaluation forms.
Hypothesis 3: Student attitudes and responses vary as a function of the time
of day when a class which they are evaluating is held.
Hypothesis 4: Student attitudes and responses are related to the size of the
class which they are evaluating.
Procedure:

During the Fall Term, 1973, the Centre College Committee on Evaluation
devised the form presented in Figure 1. The format was developed locally

and the evaluation items, which came from a variety of sources, were revised

2 e o S St s St g B i B i et B e St

Insert Figure 1 here

e e e L Y

to meet local needs. On the form, {tems 6 through 15 were identified as

items concerning the instructor and items 16 through 24 were items concerning
the course. Instead of having global items concerning the instructor and the
course, overall ratings were derived by summing the.item means for the
instructor items, yielding a possible score of 50, and for the course items,
yvyielding a possible score of 45. The evaluations were conducted in all classes.
Computer summaries of the results and all student comments were reviewed by

the Dean of the College and the Dean of Instruction before the results were
returned to the individual instructor, Copies of the computer summaries were
retained py the Office of Institutional Research and Evaluation for research

-g-



purposes. The results reported below represent some of the analyses of the
data.
Results:

Evidence concerning the first and second hypotheses is presented in

Tables 3 - 6. Table 3 contains percentile distributions for overall instructor

1 0t A A g et A T A s > e oy B Bl e St e s Y oyt b (e e M

e St e Bt . e Nt Gy e et i S B o S A et e et B e St e e

scores with academic divisions reported separately by academic level. The
three divisions of the College, Humanities, Social Studies, and Science and
Mathematics are identified within three academic levels, Freshman, Sophomore
and Junior/Senior, Juniors and Seniors are combined because at these levels
courses are taken when offered and the distinction becomes blurred.

Table 4 presents the same data for instructors but with academic levels
reported separately by division. In general Humanities instructors are rated
highest while Science and Mathematics instructors are rated lowest. Freshman
tend to rate instructors lowest while Juniors and Seniors rate them highest.
The only exception to this 1is the distribution of Junior/Senior Social Studies
scores which 1s lower than expected.

" Table 5 contains percentile distributions for overall course scores with

St Tt St o B ¢ et O O ot et S G G Ve S P e B e

Insert Tables 5 and 6 here
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academic divisions reported separately by student level and Table 6 contains
the percentile distributions for overall course scores with student levels
reported separately by academic division. The results for overall course
scores are generally consistent with the instructor scores, that is, Humanities
highest, Science and Math lowest; Freshman lowest, Juniors and Seniors highest.
For course scores, Junior/Senior Social Studies and Junior/Senior Science and

k]
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Math ratings are lower than expected,

Centre College uses a weekly schedule in which classes meet‘twice a week
for a ninety minute period. Classes meet Monday-Thursday or Tuesday-Friday.
There are four time blocks each day beginning at 8:30, 10:30, 12:30 and 2:30.
Mean ratings by division and by academic level were computed for each time
block for toth overall instructor and overall course scores in order to provide
evidence concerning the third hypothesis. Table 7 presents the distribution

of overall instructor scores for division and level across time blocks.

SN TS G 0 Bt e e B g St e Gt Bt S G e e s P Bt B

Insert Tables 7 and 8 here
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Table 8 presents the distribution of overalf\course scores for division and
level across ﬁime blocks. For both instructor and course ratings there does
not seem to be a discernable pattern.

Finally, in order to present evidence concerning the fourth hypothesis,
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients were computed between class

size and overall instructor ratings and between class size and overall course

Bt et e € B P B B e R e e B St e S

o o At s Bt 8 s P e S e T S s e s S B

ratings for the varZous division-academic level.combinations. The results are
presented in Table 9. Here a2gain no consistent pattern seems to be present
and in no case is more than 21% of the variance in ratings explained by variance
in class size. Tiie fact that both positive and negative correlations are
present is further evidence of inconsistency of results.
In summary, the evidence seems to support hypotheses 1 an& 2, but does not
seem to support hypotheses 3 and 4. The division of the céurse being rated
and the academic level of the‘student doing the rating seem to be related |
 to the ratings which an instfuctor and a course receive. At the same time,
o . -11- |
; o -
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the time of day during vhich a class is given and the size of the class do
rot seem to affect the ratings.

Implications:

As was stated previously, this study could not prove or disprove beyond
doubt the existence of relationships between student attitudes and the way
the students respond to evaluations of instruction and courses, Doubt should
have been created, however, as to whether all students respond to evaluations
in the same way.

Two recommencations arise from this study., First, there is need for
research, with appropriate and adequate data, to determine the relationships
between student attitudes and their responses to course evaluation. Second,
until more is known concerning these relationships, comparative judgments
of instructors and courses should be made only within small discipline by
student level units. It seemS most inappropriate to compare the ratings
in Freshman science courses with the ratings in Senior literature or art
courses.
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[Tadble 2

Perventuge Diatributlon, by Sex and Dlvligion of Major, for Selected Attltude Survey [toms.

CMale . 80 36 Yh_ .0 30 53 1% o
TR S R £ I VAR LS E I A VAN T

‘Male |
Total BN} 63

Dsteibut{on ol Hredents by fox and Bivisfon of Y for

Hotifes L Secdal Stalfes | Selgncey Math o Toral

[

Foile 6 14 20 m
Male M4 S | 3l L85
Total 40 54 Y 145

(the percentages reported below are based on the cell, columa and row frequencics shown in
this table.)

Selected Attitude Sutvey Iteuns.
PART 11 - Objecttivity

S, ltem 3, [ have aiways glven professors falr evaluatlons,

Huetianlt e Soelal Studies Science, Math Totatl
e b WY Ll X N Y Blank Y W ? Blank Y N ? . Blar
Fomaln 627 1% 719 (/I T T ST S S D S 1) 0 TTIITW LT 0
Male 72 0 Y4 7 85 313 0 o4 3 10 3.8 2 1 2
Total =~ 68 13 71§ 3 83 2 15 0 84 4 10 2 79 6 14

7. Item 8§, If I didn't like the professor, 1 rated everything low.

Humanities Socfal Studies Sclence, Math Total
Y N ?_Rlink X n T _Blauk Y N 1 _ Blank Y N 2 BRlank

Feaile 87788 77077 T Tl T T T e IO 0T e e TR T T
Male 0100 0 0 10 85 5 0 3 7t _10 16 6 8 _ 6 &

- R e P PSP NP, A, SRR .o’

Total 5 93 0 I 11 8y 6 0 6 18 6 10 8 8 4 4%

9., Item 3, If [ liked the subject area I rated everything high,

Humanfties Socfal Studtes Science, Math Total
e Y8 % Blank Y N 7 Blank Y N _ % Blak Y N 7 Slank
Fenale 0 96 0 4 21 71 ! 0 107 85 D) 5 8 87 2 3
Male 0 100 0 O 13 8 O O 3 8 _ 6 3 1 89 2 1,
Total ) 98 0 3 15 SJ 2 0 6 86 4 4 8 3 2 2

10, Item 27, 1€ 1 folt I was going to got a Jood grade {n a course, I tended to rate the
course and professor high,

Humanities Socilal Studies Sciecuace, Math Total
e N1 Blank Y N 2 Blank Y N 0 Blank Y N 1 Blank
Yemale 8 85 8 07T 8y 1% 0 20 20 16 0 15705 10 0
Male 0 300 0 O 5 o5 o 0 23 6L 3 13 __J1 84 1 5
Total 5 90 P) 0 9 37 4 U 722 65 6 8 17780 75 3
11, Item 12, 1 have tended to glve higher ratings to casler courses,

Hunanities Social Stulies Sciance, Math Total
e L N Rlank Y N 2 Blak ¥ N 1 Blenk ¥ N1 Blaol
Ferale 5 83 4 0 0 9 7 0 15 89 5 0 3 87 ) 0
Male 0 100 0 0 8 9 3 0 16 € 6 _10 . 8 8 4 _ 4.
Total 5 3 3 [3} 6 91 4 [} 16 73 6 6 9 85 4 2

13, TItem 164 I could better evaluate a course or professor the year after the course following ’

the opportunity to use the naterial I leacned.

Humanitiecs Soclal Studies Selenee, Math Totul
vt N1 Blank Y NP Blaek Y N_ 2 Blank Y N _ % Alak
Ferale 8§ T8 T12 0 14 79 7 4 0% S 5 783 8 2
Mate 20 50 20 7 5 93 _ 5 O 3 52 6 10 18 69 8 .5
Totat 13 70 15 3 7 & 6 0 20 o} % 8 13 75 8

15, !tom 5. Course Evalustions should be conducted early enovgh in the term ty have affect on

the way the course s being taught.

Henandtics soctat studi@ Scienca, Hath Total -
e XN ToBlank Y N R Btask ¥ N . 2 Blank Y N 7. Blank
¥epale - 69 15 1% 70 37 3% 7 0 5 020 0 69 25 15 0

oL L2 A0 .53 15 _3“_*’4_5___ 9.6 . 10 .39 L2
2 6 48 37 13 -3

16. Iten 6. 1S prcfcr to have thc course valuation tho;hs}ty d1y df clqse.'

llumnltloq S <oel.1l btunos' Sé[pnce h&h T Total

Y N % Btank ¥ N 1 Blank .Y Sl 1 Alank. S T X Blink

: 58 0 TEY TR T TR T TS T TUss T e
FLE LT B L LY N 0. 42 f. 10 s ‘45 A5
]

Pa

R A N T Ay (PR A AP S PO [P, S s o e T e e

Y : b
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17, Jtea 14, 1 prefer to have the course evaluations the day of the flual,

Resandtics Social Studtes Scleuce, Math Tatal
W YN Blank Y R0 Bank N N0 Blank Y N _ 2 Blank
betale 0 1o 0 [V TN 1 7 0 20765 10 T s 10 63 5 2
Male . % S0 6 t4_ 18 75 8 O 13 68 6 13 19 68 6 T
Total 13 b3 0 S 17 16 7 0 16 67 & 10 157790

25. Tilem 26, Decisnfons concerning fucully pronetion should be based primarily on student
evauations,

Rumanities Social Studtes Sclence, Math, Toial
? Rlank ¥ N___ 1 Blank Y N__t Blank Y N___? Blank

v N L Klank Y K kY N_ mk Y N TB
Forale U9 788N T4 T N AT TR 0 25 6s s s 27T 10T 3
Male 21 3629 14 _ 28 68 S O 23 61 _ 6 10 25 60 9 €
4

Total 20 78023 7B T 267710 0 T24Te T T8 T 3T 6T 70 5

27, 1tem 17. Dbecisions concerning faculty tenure should be based solely on student evaluations

Hunanities Social Studics Science, Math Total
s Y N ?_Blank Y N 2 _blank Y N 7 Blank Y . N__ 1 Blank
Female 4 &1 1% 0 7 93 0 0 15 80 5 0 8§ 83 [ 0
Male O 66 __ 17 7 5..95 .2 0. 39 70 __10 9_ 85 1 5
Total 3778 13 3 6 94 0 0 18 75 2 6 g &4 4 3

28, 1ltem 22, Decistons concerning tenure should be based primarily on student evaluations,

Humanities Social Studiecs Science, Math Total
e YN 2 Blank Y N 2 Blank Y N
Female 31 54 12 4 :

Male 63 21§25 68 8 O 23 6]
5 7

Total 33 48 35

30, Item 4, Untenuved faculty who receive high student evaluations should be given early
promotions.

Humanities Social Studies Science, Math Total
. . | ?_Blank Y N 7 _Blank Y N ? _pRlank Y _ N _ 1 Blank
Feuale l.2 B S} 6 43 &3 1% 1) 25 45 25 ) 3738 27 3
Male 64 7 . 29 0 38 33 3 0 39 42 13 6 42 32 24 2.

A AU L AUNY. . SUSUUS. APINSEE. & .. 5

Total 50 18 3370 39 T 2% 0 33 %3 18 6 40 33 25

31. ltem 20, Untenured faculty who receive high evaluations should be given carly tenura,

Runanities Socfal Studies Science, Math Totel
Y N7 Blank Y - N 1 Blank Y N % Blenk Y N __? Blank

Yovale ~27 357735 4 29 50 21 0 4o &S 10 S 3 42 T2y T3
Male 43 29 14 14 25 50 23 026 55 10 10 28 48 18 _ 6,
Total 33 33 28 8 26 S0 24 07 31 5110 &6 W6 200 s

33, ltew 28. Untenured faculty who receive low evaluations should be assisted in improving
their instruction by senfor faculty. .

Humanities * Social Studies Science, Math Total
e Y N ?_Blank Y N ? Blank Y N 1 Blank Y N ! _Blank
Yemale 65 15 19 0o 79 7 14 0 J0 10 20 0 70 12 18 0
0 7710 3 10 80 1 6

Made 57 35 1 0 90 3. . 9. 0 4.
2

Total 63 23 15 0o 87 4 9 0 75 16 10 6 76 11 11

35, Item 24. Tenured faculty members who recelve low evaluations should be cut in salary,

liumanities Soctal Studies Science, Math Total
Y. _ XN ? Blank Y N % Blank ¥ N _? Blank ¥ N 1 Blank

PR S LIy IOSP

Tezale 19 54 23 [ VI J U V) 0~ 20 65 15 0 18 62 18 2
Male 29 S0 2 g__20 13 8 016 52 23 Q0 20 61 15 4.

e e —_— P

Total 23 53 23 2319 72 b] 0 18 57 20 6 1y 8117 3

36. Item 33, Teachers should change their teaching metiods to improve their ratings.
. - . #* v .

Humanftics Socfal Studfes’ S¢ience, Math Total
Y N -t BRlank Y N 1 _Blank Y N 2 Blank ¥ N___ 7 Blank
Feaale 62 19 15 - 4 79 1 14 0 80 -5 15 0 72 12 15 S 2
Male 57. 14 21 7.80 5 15 0 .61 19 16 36912 16
Total + 60 18 18 5 80 61 e 69 14 16 2. 10 12 162

37, lten ‘31. Do you feel that :hc zvnlud&lun of coureoe a& Cu‘. tre l.aJ contributod to the

A ,>rov¢mm of lnalru;tio'\’ .

‘ !rn,m'xitie» 3 Soc{al qmd!oq . } ) Scirnco, )‘nh I Total "

. M__J D}ank YNt omlank Y. Nt Blank X N 7 Blank
icmh. 35 50?1\ SO T R VR T 1.0 ;' 07TR0 TTRYTTR 015
e Bh 6 as s 3 o 18 % 0 6 4 3 0 .12

“Total 28 55 ‘;‘° xs s'. X ~,,“o""‘13 R IR LR R Y T T R R 1)



. Figure 1.

CENTRE INSTRUCTIONAL RATING FORM

Course _ bate,

.-

Fi11 out this form by placing the appropriate letler in thoe blank before cach statement., Whan
you have completed the form, transfer your responses to the accompanying data card.

PART 1
For cach of the {irst five questions, select the ong response which best describes your
situation.

1. 1 took this course because it was (a) a graduation requirement; (b) a major program
requirement; (c) a major program clective; (d) a gencral clective; (e) of intecrest
to me.

gy

2. Yor this course, 1 expect to get a grade of (a) B4 or better; (b) By (¢) C+; (d) C;
(c) below C.

3. 1 have been absent from this class (a) two or less tfmesj (b) 3-5 times; (c¢) 6-10
times; (d) 10-15 times; (e¢) over 15 times,

4, 1 started this course with (a) great enthusiasm; (b) mild interest; {c¢) the attitude
that 1 had to take the course; (d) apprchension about my ability to succeed; (e) a
negative attitude,

5. This course (a) greatly exceceded my expectations; (b) exceeded my expectationsj (c) wmet
ny expectations; (d) did not meet my expectationsi (e) was nothing like what 1 expected.

PART 11
Use the following code for Items 6-24
A - STRONGLY AGREE You strongly agree with this statement as it applies to this course
) or instructor.

B ~ AGREE You agree more than you disapree with this statement as it applies

to this course or instructor.
€ -~ NEUTRAL You have neither a posftive nor a negative response to this statement

' as it applies to this course or fnstructor.

D - DISACREE You disagree nore than vou agree with this statement as it applies

to this course or instructor.
E -~ STRONGLY DISAGREE You strongly disagiee with this statement as it applies to this ccurse

or instructor,
If an iten does not apply to the professor or course, put NA in the appropriate space on this
form and fi11 in the space for the item number on the data card.
Please make any comment you wish in the space undar the appropriate item.

6. The instructor seems to know the subject matter.,

At

D ]

7. The instructor uses class (lectures, lab, studio) time well,
8. The instructor presents course material fn an interesting way.

et

9. The fnstructor’'s manner of presentation (voice, actions, ete.) assists learning,

(oVér)

A runText provided by enic [RS8



Figure 1. (cont,)

10,
11,
12,
13,
14,
15,
16.
17,
18,

—————

19,
20.

. 21,

22,

23'

24,

it

PART I1I (cont'd)

The instructor senses wiien students are having difficulty with the matecial,
The in§tructor cncnurages questions and sfcnds adequate time answering them,
The instructor grades fairly,

The instructor conveys his interest in the subject natter.

The instructor is available for extra help outside of class,

The instructor respects students as perééns.

This course was organized in a manner which aided learuning.

The cgurse emphasized understanding of tha subject matter.

The asstiguments contributed to the learning of the subject matter.

The overall work load of the course was reasonable, |

I was glven éufficient opportunities to show what I know about the subject.
The instructor's objcctives for this course have been fulfilled,

This course has helped me improve my ability to think.

This course has contributed to my intellectual development.

This course has increased my interest in the subject.

Ceneral Comments concerning the course and the instruction,

“ERIC.

B FulToxt Provided by Exic IR



¥,

"ats 9y°¢ 0s°¢ €€ Lyg IS¢ "a’S  6T°€ 8Ty 6Y°T S6°T  A°S TIv°€ €2°€  £9°¢  9T°¢ .awmﬁwm
UEaR 68°TY O%Y"T% %671y 8R'Iy ZE£°€y wedW.  Z0°ZH CT'Ty 80°CY 8L°TY UEdR  GZ'IY Ly 0Y SO°TY. L0°TYy . WEIR

Ioquny 69T 69 [4 el VLA oquny /¢ U TT ¥1 <T A9qEnN €9 e €T 9T ,Mvhﬁszf
z€ T A z€ I AR
1 X3 T 1 X 133 Z v yogg
ye A k43 T S e S Yy .8 Yoo ye
s¢€ Y T A Se € 6 s¢ L g 1 Yy ge
9€ S < L o€ V4 6 Y 9¢ 6 oT - sT . % 9¢
Lg 6 L L €T z P 8 81 g Lg 0T €T ST 9 g
8t vT vT 8T LT 8 8¢ ¥T L2 L 8 8¢ ST LT+ -~ 6T T 8¢
6¢ TC 074 174 0cC LT 6¢ 074 9¢ 8T 8 6¢ A4 Lz € LT - 6€
oY 0:2 6Z 9€ 9z ic oy VZA 1% - IC 8 oy 9¢ 9% . TIg R YANNEEE
v oY LE Sy LE 62 v s¢ 0S og )4 1Y Sy 09 Z% €. T
A/ 8y 8y Sy 8y 8¢ A/ 6% 6S oS 8¢ A/ € £ S by A4
£y LS TS 0s LS 8y £y 8s 9 T9 0s £y - 29 L9 S99 gh
vy 69 Zs5 %9 <9 9¢ vy 69 79 6L €9 vy 9L 18 LL p¥4 Loy
Sy 08 44 LL k24 $9 Sy 8L 89 68 SL sy 06 96 88 &8 sy
9y 88 Z8 98 68 . 1L 9y 98 zg €6 £8 9% 96 .26 06 -9y
LY %6 16 S6 6L LY S6 < 96 6 - LY L6 96 - v6 Uy
ey 86 96 S 8% 8y 66 86 8y
6y 66 66 96 6y 6Y , FER 6%
oS 66 66 66 0s 0s ) o, Q8

RSN Te30L T=I0L Y3ey pnag WRH 91095  TeIOL Yl  pnas W 83003 TRIOL UIBR  pnas | wmp °I028.

128 20§ : 128 208 F8 do0g o e
23371109 SIOTU3S fsxoTun( saaomoydog . UIMISILT, .

STSA9T JTWOPEIY UTUITA STUOTSTATQ

$9100§ 203ONIAJISUT X0 SUOTINQTIAISTIQ S[IIUSIISg

(of

WA Foirmext provided by R

o

€ °Iqel

I



IS 9vE  ESTE ZEE Iy £2°€ 'S 0E°C  [9°€ 69T  £9°€ Q'S 96°€  ZS€ €67 9ZE @'
TR 68'Ty 91Ty %6°Ty ZITTy [¥°0v  WeSR  Z/°TY 88°Ty 80°Z% SO'IY  UESR  69°Z% 6ty 8L ch 1077y TeOR
Toqmy 69T L€ P4 1T %z  Iequmy (g €2 41 €T  IoqumN g9 v TT 97  Toqumy

[4% T [4% [A3 T A A
€€ T €€ T V4 €€ 4 VA €€
ve 4 € S V4 e 4 8 e KA 5y AR ¥e
SE 4 S 6 8 %3 -9 4 T S¢ 4 - A G
9¢ S S 6 o1 9¢ L L ST 9¢ Z V4 Y98
4% 6 it L 8T €T A% 0T e ST LE 9 [4 -8 9 LE
3¢ %I 6T 8T LT LT 8¢ T LT L 61 8¢ 0T 8 8 <r . g
6¢ 1z 8¢ 174 9€ Lz 6¢ 074 1674 8T £C 6% ST T '8 LT 6L
av 13 [4/4 9€ Sy 9% oY 97 9¢ ¢ T¢ oYy 12 12 -8 ET 0%
v o £S Sy 0os 09 184 s¢ LE 9¢ =N A/ 184 62 6T g Iy
A/ 8% SS Sy 6S £9 <y 0os gy oS s &Y oY 8¢ 8¢ - -9y Y
1% LS 09 0s. %9 L9 £y 09 LS 19 s9 £y A 8% 0§ 98 £y
7Y 69 L¥4 79 %9 18 7y YAA s9 6L LL ¥y %9 gs €9 TL Y
<y 0s £8 LL 89 96 Sy Z8 YL 68 88 Sy SL <9 SL 88 Gy
9% 838 16 98 Z8 9% 16 68 €6 Z6 9% 18 TL. £8 . 06 . 9
Ly %6 L6 S5 <6 Ly 86 96 96 Ly 88 6L <6 w6 . Ly
8% 86 8% ) 8% <6 06 . . .86 gy
67 66 6% 6% 86 .96 , , SRR
0s 66 0s 0s 66 66 05
91005 T®310] T®I0] IS-IAr ©S g 9I02S  TB10I, IS-If OS PE] 91095  T¥IOL IAs-If OS5 . Ig . . 9A0D.
989TTOD Y3ITW — IOUIIOS S9TIpnlS TEIDO0S soT3TURWNE .o el
TOTSTAT( UTYITA STOAIT DOTWOPEOIY
$8100§ XO3DRAISUT I0F SUOTINGIIISIQ 9[L3ITOIISg
% 9Tq®L
O
kl

A it provided by ERIC

E



'S 0T°€  1gte  LT°€ SETE L€ A°S  96°C  [8°€  9v°Z 8Z'T  ‘A'S 05T 8z°Z 95"z | 6T°T. @S

TSR BL'SE  £ELT9E TETSE 6STSE 6L°[E UM 66°GE 6C°SE €L°SE $879F UBON  90°CE TS 6C §9°6L. T6°SE - umEsi
T2 qumy 69T 69 A4 €2 YT  IP@mN /g T VA TT  I2qQmaN €9 %2 - €I 97 Ioquny.
Lz T T rA (z: [T Sy
87 T T Vi 8z T S 82 8T
62 Z I Y 62 € 6 62 Z VAR T 6T
og S 9 L 6 A (073 € 6 o€ S g8 Yoo 08
¢ 8 T 9T €T Vi 53 L 81 Y 1€ 9 €T Sy I€
YA €T VA 0z (1 9 z€ A [z L Vi z€ IT 9. 8 % zE
€g 6T (074 o€ zz 8 €€ 9T A3 L €T X 4 33 6T 8 €€
ve &4 ¥4 6¢ 24 ST ¥e © €¢ 9¢ 8T LT v YA 08 TIE€ STV wE
Sg 9€ T €Y (013 T2 33 YA 184 9¢ 114 193 V4 s9 Ty LT £33
9¢ 0S 6 0S £y ST 9 8y 0s 9 €€ 9 €9 6L %S 5. 9
LE %9 T$ 19 6S 33 Lg 99 %9 98 9% LE 6L z6 69 T g
8¢ SL %9 iL 74 A/ 8¢ 9L €L €6 8¢S 8¢ L8 I8 6L 8t
6€ <8 8L 68 68 9¢ 6€ Z8 €L €6 6L 6€ %6 88 T6 . 6E
oy <6 L8 S6 96 194 0¥ T6 Z8 €6 96 oY ' 86 T6 oy
Ty 96 €6 6L TV 96 S6 €6 vy 66 95 S %
zy 86 96 88 rA/ 66 96 Y SRR 4 o
€Yy 66 86 v6 €Yy €Y o R
vy 55 66 86 Ve . VA T LYY
S% SY Sy L DR
91008 T=30L TRl WIBK Pnas  wng  9I035 TP30L YIEX | PhI§ | WNH | 9X00§  TeI0L  UITH PUIS - WRYr - ®I0dS
105 20g 109 208 109 sog o
23eTT0) SIoTuURg/s3yoTuny se1owoydog udmysAIy
STOART OTWOPEOV UTYITM SUOTSTIAI(Q
S9109§ 9SANG) 103 SUOTINIIIST([ O[LIUDDIDg
S 21qel :
RS,
&l

At text providea by emic

“F



@S OT°€  60°€ [I'€ (8°€ 8T°T 'S €6°T SE'€  99°T 9S°T 'S [8°T L£°€ $T°T 6T WS
TeSR  8,°SE  OL°YE TE'SE 6E°SE TBEE TUBOK  S9°SE 6S°SE EL°SE S9°SE  WeSH  68°9E L6°[E YB9E T6'SE WEOR -

I9qEN 69T s T2 IT %2 I@@ON 05 €2 %I €I ISqEEN g9 ¥z 7T . 9T . IogEmN
L2 T YA T A £ : v LT
8T T T S 8¢ A Vi 8¢ , o S 8T
62 z y 6 y 62 z y 62 1 g 67
(0: % S 8 L 6 8 10:% Vi 6 ;% Z Z A e
TE 8 ST 9T 8T €1 1€ L €T Vi T€ € VAl A “TE
rAY €T - A4 074 $/7 9 FAY rAs LT L 8 rAS S 9 V4 & - ZEE
€€ 6T A ;3 A St £e LT rA4 L 61 1 X% 6 8 ¢T S I >
Ye LS £y 6¢ 9¢ 0s Y€ V74 ¥ 8T T€ %E ST ST LT ST e
Se 9¢ A 1984 T <9 S¢ 13 10, -9t rA/d 123 R A T I LT gL
9¢ 0S 29 0s 0s 6L 9¢ 189 19874 19 Vi 9¢ 8¢ L7/ARN % X B A 9g
lE ko SL T9 ¥9 25 A 69 6S 98 69 LE rAY 1% FE 9% S TL L
8¢ 4 98 LL €L 8¢ z8 9L €6 18 8¢ 09 v 8s 6L 8
6< G8 06 68 1WA 6¢ 06 68 €6 88 6¢ 9L 96 - 6L - T6 . 6%
oY 26 S6 S6 Z8 oy V6 96 €6 6 oY .88 AVAR 96 - - 10,4
I/ . 96 66 S6 1484 L6 €6 96 T <6 6L Lo e Ty
A §6 Y 66 96 A S6 88 o A
€Y 66 €y €Y 86 %6 . . gy
VA 66 vy ; VA 66 86 oy
SY LY/ Sy o L LY -

2109095 Tez0L  IB30L JIS—if  ©3 Iq 21095 B30I JIS—-A[  ©S Iq 21005 [®30] JS-ir o8 .  Ag . . 91008

289710D YAERN — 90UITOS SoTpnig 1EL00S soTgTuTung e

SUOTSTAT(J UTYITA STOADT ODTWIPEBOV

S9100G ©SIN0) I03J SUOTINGTIISIQ ST FIUdI3g

9 21qel

(of

A Fuiiext provided by enic:

ERI



Te3o3 .

8T - 91~ 80°- 90~ - VA B 0tT°- VA R 70°-

S0 - LT T0° - 80° T0° =~ Le- 90— z0- "a§="ar

6T — YA e - 9% ST - 9¢€° - VA €e” saxouoydog

£C°— 8T - 8¢ "~ Zi” 61— 10° 9"~ 10" - USWwy SS9y

=301 yley pPn3lg “uny 1230 yaen pnzs “wng

=198 20§ ~I35 208§
s8UTITY °5Ino) s3urley x03dnI3sujy
SUOTSULWI( UOTISTATIQ £q : ,
ToA9T DTWOPEIY SSOIDY PIINQTIISTQ S3uTIey JUSPNIS PUR 9ZTS SSBY) UoomIag UOTIBRTIIX0)
6 °I9=1
Ic e A/} 07 00°¢ 70°9¢ T 20°¢ VARNAS 8T TL°% T9°%¢ 0T TAS-TAl
£9°7 T6°9¢ L IT°< S0°¢s¢ 6 A3 8¥-9¢ 91 S6°C 9£°S¢ S s$@10moyYdog
$8°¢C AL €1 £8°1 99°6¢ L1 s6°C 78°%¢ ZT 96°C TZ°S¢ 1T uomyseay
£C°¢ 2L°6¢ oY 6%°2 TL°SE LY 0Z°¢ LY°9¢ 9% Se°¢  L0°S¢E 9€ . IBJ0L
2072 10°%¢ 7T 8L°2 ZL7se 7T ov-¢ yY he 7T T°E %w9°%g ST audmlounmwum_
T0°¢ ¥T°9¢ 7T Z8°¢ S6°%¢ €T L6°T LL°9¢ LT 86°C 1I8°2¢ 9 S9TPNIS TTTD0S .
It ¢ 2c L T 78°T 02°9¢ 0Z yI°¢ 20°8¢ ST Z1°¢ 6£°9¢ ST . S9TITUETNY
“ats Lesy “ON “ass CeaR °ON “arss uegR “ON ‘q-s uesy “ON
3}20Td %-0€:2 o0oT1d Z-0¢€:C7T o0Td ZT-0€:0T 3o0Td O0T-0€:¢
SND0Tg 9WI] LAQ S$9102§ I5Ino) JO UOTINGIIISIQ
8 °198]

88°¢ TAANA 0Z 0€°¢ 8L°TY T2 1°¢ 0Z° vy 8T ey 08°0Y% 01 TAS=TAL
8L°C L9°¢Y L 68°¢7 TETY 6 9%°¢ VASrA 91 £€0°€ 99°0% S wwuogonaom ‘
2l°¢ €0°TY €T L T 7% 1y LT LL°T 06 0% 4" £y IV°1IY [x4 UOUYSHIT -
01°¢ 60°2Y% i £0°¢ LS°TY LY AR £9°C% 9y €I YI'TIY 9¢ 1BI0L -
s8°2 7E 1Yy yT £l°¢e L1y 71 €L°¢ vet iy vl 66°¢ TE°0% ST YIBR=IDUITIS. -
09°¢ 8L°TY 7T 672 6C° 1Y €T LS8°C L6°2Y LT 86°C 86°8¢ 9 mwﬂwaum,mmmuOm‘
8L°C TE°CY (4! £6°2 79° 1% 0 SS-¢ Sw gy ST 00°% €£8°Z% ST SOTITRRUNY
“a's ueayy “ON *as ue9dn *ON “as uesy TON “q-s uesdy *ON

3}201d v-0¢£22

+ JPO0Td T-0e:C1

3o01d Z1-0£:0T
sy20Tg Swrl £q S9I0D§ I03IDONIJISUI JO UWOTINQIIAISIQ

L 2T19EL

o014 0T-0£:8

Q

IC

{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC

.



